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___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to study the profiling of property, plant and equipment (PPE) contributions in Australia and 
Malaysia construction companies. A company’s worth is usually based on the listed share price on the stock exchange. In arriving at the net 
profit, the contribution of PPE in the company’s assets is somehow being neglected. This paper will investigate the followings; firstly the 
level of PPE contribution in the construction firms by comparing the PPE contributions to the company’s asset as a whole which includes 
fixed (non-current) assets and current assets. This will determine the true strength of the companies, rather than relying on the share prices 
alone. Secondly, the paper will determine the trend of company’s asset ownership to show the company’s performance of the PPE 
ownership during the period of study. The data is based on the selected construction companies listed on the Australian Stock Exchange 
(ASX) and Malaysian Stock Exchange, known as Bursa Malaysia. The profiling will help to determine the strength of the construction 
firms based on the PPE holding, and the level of PPE ownerships in the two countries construction firms during the period of study. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Businesses role in society is a critical and complex 
issue. The role of business is critical due to their 
associated powers and operations relying on the society 
assents to their activities. Issues of accountability in 
financial reporting, especially related to the property, 
plant and equipment (PPE) of this paper contributes to 
the wider literature of corporate governance, 
accountability, financial statement’s structure and 
transparency in that it provides a way to think about the 
role of PPE in financial statements in developing 
economies. A comparison between Australia and 
Malaysia gives us some idea on the way PPE is 
reported in these two different economies, in which 
both countries are known for their commitment 
towards privatisation and deregulation settings.  
The role of financial statements becomes 
complex when corporations are required to inform 
stakeholders on corporate financial objectives. 
Accounting system is also challenged by various 
countries regulatory and globalisation perspectives 
under different social, political and cultural 
environments. This paper contributes to the literature 
under accountability of financial reporting theme by 
providing the trend of PPE in financial statement and 
voluntary initiative scenario of both Australia and 
Malaysia companies compared to the western 
developed territories (Gray et al, 1996; Brammer and 
Pavelin, 2004). 
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This study is intended to explore the PPE 
contributions in the construction company’s financial 
statement from both nations. The findings will 
determine the behaviour of PPE contributions between 
two countries carrying different values of social, 
economical and political stands. Firstly, the 
contribution between PPE and total assets will be 
analysed, followed by the analysis on PPE contribution 
on non-current assets of the selected companies from 
both countries. Secondly, the trend of PPE ownership 
will be analysed during the period of study. The 
findings will indicate the contribution of PPE towards 
the construction companies and the way they are being 
treated in financial statements.    
While questions on financial reporting matters 
have received considerable attention in the wider 
international community, little research has been 
conducted in the Asia-Pacific region specifically inter-
country examination between the two nations under 
this study. As Malaysia is a developing country 
economically and in governance, it will justify the 
trend of PPE holding among the construction countries, 
while as for Australia, this study may contribute 
towards Malaysia’s replication on the way major 
construction companies treat the PPE in their 
accountings.  
This paper begins with the theoretical 
framework of the study followed by the regulatory 
framework of the two countries studied. Then, it 
explores the PPE contributions towards total assets and 
non-current assets of the selected companies in both 
countries. The trend of PPE holding will be determined 
during the period of study. 
 
2. THEORITICAL ARGUMENT FOR DISCLOSING 
FINANCIAL INFORMATION 
 
2.1 Accountability and Accounting 
 
Accountability is defined as the right to receive 
information and the duty to supply it (Gray, 1996) 
which describes “an obligatory relationship…in which 
one party is to give an account of its actions to other 
parties” (Williams, 1987). The accountability notion 
has been used as independent concept to explore the 
social relationship (Gray, 1996) between business 
players and their stakeholders, emphasizing on external 
effects (Crowther, 2002) with two related reasons; (1) 
developing closer relationship and (2) increasing 
transparency (Gray, 1996). This intention may be 
achieved by accounting acting as a means to discharge 
accountability between corporations and other parties 
(Roberts and Scapens, 1985; Williams, 1987; Gray et 
al., 1996). 
Accountability in financial reporting acts as 
the vehicle in providing financial data for the benefits 
of those related to the business in the sense of 
satisfying the accountability relationships and 
corporate consciousness besides indicating its role as a 
moral discourse (Williams, 1987; Margolis & Walsh, 
2003; Shearer, 2002). Hence, this study explores the 
role of accounting in the notion of accountability 
towards PPE involvement in corporation’s financial 
statement in two economies of the Southern 
Hemisphere. Based on this foundation, this study offers 
some preliminary observations concerning the role of 
PPE in the financial accounting. 
 
2.2 Financial Statement Reporting 
 
In financial accounting, a balance sheet or statement of 
financial position is a summary of the financial 
balances of a sole proprietorship, a business partnership 
or a company. Asset, liabilities and ownership equity 
are listed as of a specific date, such as at the end of its 
financial year. A balance sheet is often described as a 
general view of a company’s financial condition 
(Williams, 1987). A standard company’s balance sheet 
has three parts: assets, liabilities and ownership equity. 
The main category of assets is usually listed first and 
typically in order of liquidity, and then followed by the 
liabilities. The difference between assets and liabilities 
is known as equity or the net assets or the net worth or 
capital of the company and according to the accounting 
equation, net worth must equal assets minus liabilities. 
 Asset can be divided into two classes, namely 
current asset and non-current asset. Current asset 
includes cash and cash equivalents, inventories, 
accounts receivable and prepaid expenses for future 
services that will be used within a year. Non-current 
assets are property, plant and equipment (PPE), 
investment property, intangible assets, financial assets 
and investments. Guidelines for balance sheets of 
public business entities are given by the International 
Accounting Standards Board (IASB) and numerous 
country-specific organisations. 
 Understanding of financial reporting is 
important in this study to examine the PPE contribution 
compared to the total assets and non-current assets of 
the companies being studied. 
 
2.3 Financial Reporting for Public Listed 
Construction Companies in Australia 
 
The Australian accounting standards are governed by 
the Australian Accounting Standard Board (AASB) 
which was introduced in 2005. The International 
Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) are adopted in 
Australia through the Australian equivalents of IFRS 
made by the AASB. The AASB accounting standards 
that affect the financial reporting for PPE are AASB 
116 – Property, Plant and Equipment, AASB 117 – 
Leases, AASB 136 – Impairment of assets, AASB 140 
– Investment property, AASB 141 – Agriculture, 
AASB 3 – Business combinations and AASB 5 – Non-
current assets held for sale and discontinued operation. 
  The construction companies in Australia can 
undergo public listing in the Australian Securities 
Exchange (ASX). ASX was created by the merger of 
the Australian Stock Exchange and the Sydney Futures 
Exchange in July 2006. It is the primary stock 
exchange group in Australia. On 1 August 2010, ASX 
launched a new brand and group structure. ASX Group 
became the overarching name, replacing Australian 
Securities Exchange, which remains as the name of the 
listings and trading arm of the ASX Group. 
 ASX functions as a market operator, clearing 
house and payments system facilitator. It oversees 
compliance with its operating rules, promotes standards 
of corporate governance among Australia’s listed 
companies. It has a role in the education of retail 
investors, providing educational materials relating to its 
products including free online courses (ASX, 2011). 
ASX offers products and services including shares; 
futures, exchange traded options, warrants, contracts 
for difference, exchange traded funds, real estate 
investment trusts, listed investment companies and 
interest rate securities.  
 
2.4 Financial Reporting for Public Listed 
Construction Companies in Malaysia 
 
The treatment of PPE in Malaysia is almost similar to 
IFRS. The regulation for accounting standards is 
governed by the Malaysian Accounting Standards 
Board (MASB). For PPE, the MASB15 outlined the 
interpretation of PPE reporting in Malaysia. PPE in 
MASB15 is defined as tangible assets where 
recoverable amount is the higher of an asset’s net 
selling price and its value in use. Malaysian accounting 
system is in the process of transitions for adoption to 
IFRS by 2012.   
 The listing of construction companies in 
Malaysia is through Bursa Malaysia. Originated in 
1964 as Stock Exchange of Malaysia, it was rebranded 
in 2004 to be known as Bursa Malaysia.  On 18 March 
2005, Bursa Malaysia was listed on the Main Board of 
Bursa Malaysia Securities Berhad. September 2009 
saw Bursa Malaysia Berhad entering into a strategic 
partnership with Chicago Mercantile Exchange (CME) 
with the view to improve accessibility to its derivatives 
offerings globally. CME holds 25% of the equity stake 
in Bursa Malaysia Derivatives Berhad, while the 
remaining 75% interest is held by Bursa Malaysia 
Berhad. 
 Bursa Malaysia today is one of the largest 
securities exchange in Asia with just under 1,000 listed 
companies offering a wide range of investment choices 
to the world. Companies are either listed on Bursa 
Malaysia Securities Berhad Main Market or ACE 
Market. In assisting the development of the Malaysian 
capital market and enhancing global competitiveness, 
Bursa Malaysia is committed to maintain an efficient, 
secure and active trading market for local and global 
investors.  
For infrastructure project companies listing on 
Bursa Malaysia, there are two special requirements for 
infrastructure project company seeking a listing on the 
Main Board; a) Must have a minimum issued and paid-
up capital of RM60 million; and b) must have at least 
25% but not more than 49% of the total number of 
shares for which listing is sought in the hands of a 
minimum number of public shareholders holding not 
less than 100 shares each.     
 
3. STUDY SAMPLES 
 
A non-probability sampling method known as 
purposive or judgmental sampling is applied, in which 
ten (10) construction companies listed on both 
Australian Securities Exchange (ASX) and Bursa 
Malaysia (formerly known as Kuala Lumpur Stock 
Exchange). The financial year used is from 31 
December 2001 to 31 December 2010 for Malaysian 
samples whilst 30 June 2001 to 30 June 2010 was used 
for Australian samples. The list of Australian 
companies was obtained from Morningstar Shareholder 
2010, 30th Edition (previously known as Huntleys’ 
Shareholder) and the Malaysian companies list was 
gathered from Bursa Malaysia website, under the 
subheading construction services. Listed companies are 
selected as samples of this study due to their duties to 
provide reports publicly while at the same time follow 
local listing requirements.  
 
4. RESEARCH TECHNIQUE 
 
Content analysis is carried out in this study on 2001 to 
2010 corporate annual reports of the study samples to 
measure the PPE contribution towards total assets and 
non-current assets, as well as to determine the trend of 
PPE holdings of the selected companies. The use of 
corporate annual reports as main data source is based 
on the following justifications: 
• The annual report is the most significance source of 
financial information due to its statutory 
compliance, regular production and wide 
availability (Deegan, 2000).  
• Annual report are the most accessible source of 
information for listed companies, in hard copies and 
electronically. 
• Users who are interested in both financial and non-
financial information rely on the information 
reported in corporate annual report. The confidence 
level on the report is high as the information is 
being audited continuously.  
The content analysis techniques will reveal the 
true contributions of PPE towards total assets and non-
current assets, and determine the level of possessions 
of PPE among the companies being studied. 
 
5. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
 
5.1 Australian Companies: PPE versus Total 
Assets 
 
Figure 1: Ratio of Property, Plant and Equipment (PPE) to 
Total Assets of 10 Australian Public Listed Construction 
Companies 
 
Figure 1 illustrates the ratio of PPE compared to the 
total assets of 10 different public listed construction 
companies in Australia. Overall, the PPE contributed 
5% to 30% of the total assets of the companies and 
shows a maintained growth over the period of study. 
However, company which is relying solely on the 
construction basis has bigger contributions of PPE such 
as Macmahon Holdings Limited and Boom Logistics 
Limited. This resulted from the higher values of plant 
and equipment in the companies, which contributes to 
the higher percentage of PPE in the Total Assets.  
There are significant declining trends of PPE 
ownership of all companies from 2005 to 2008 due to 
the PPE downsizing and company’s intention to shift 
from non-current assets dependency to current assets 
dependency. Further investigations in the annual 
reports also revealed that some companies own high 
levels of net foreign debts, in which the PPE being 
liquidated to cater for the payback. 
 
5.2 Australian Companies: PPE versus Non-
Current Asset 
 
Figure 2: Ratio of Property, Plant and Equipment (PPE) to 
Non-Current Assets of 10 Australian Public Listed 
Construction Companies 
 
The ratio of PPE in the non-current assets of 10 public 
listed Australian construction companies is shown in 
Figure 2. There are mixture trends of PPE contributions 
in the non-current assets, with 7 companies showing 
decreasing trend and 3 companies showing fluctuating 
trend of PPE contributions over the 10 year period. 
However, the PPE contribution in non-current assets is 
higher from 60% to 98% with only 3 companies’ 
stating a figure below 60%. The fluctuating trend is 
based on the company’s strategy to maintain or 
increase the value of PPE contribution over the non-
current assets. It is noted that over the 10 year period of 
study, the numbers of PPE contributions in non-current 
assets declined significantly due to the fact that 
companies favour in shifting from relying on asset-
based to the non-asset based.   
 
5.3 Australian Companies: Value Trend of PPE, 
Total Asset and Non-Current Asset on 
selected company 
 
Three Australian companies have been selected for the 
individual analysis because of these are the companies 
with construction as the core businesses and represent 
different trends of PPE contributions towards the total 
assets and non-current assets.  
 
Figure 3: Boom Logistic Limited: Value Trend of Total 
Assets, Non-Current Assets and PPE from 2001-2010 
 
The comparison of PPE contribution in non-current 
assets and total assets for Boom Logistic Limited is 
described in Figure 3. Over the 8-year period, the 
values of total assets have increased from below 
AUD100 million to over AUD600 million. It is clearly 
shown that as the values for PPE increased, the values 
of non-current assets and total asset increaseds. It can 
be concluded that for Boom Logistic Limited, the PPE 
contribution is significantly in line with the changes in 
non-current assets and total assets. 
 
 
Figure 4: Macmahon Holdings Limited: Value Trend of 
Total Assets, Non-Current Assets and PPE from 2001-2010 
 
Figure 4 represents the comparison of PPE, non-current 
assets and total assets values from 2002 to 2010 for 
Macmahon Holdings Limited. The analysis shows that 
this company rely more on the current assets rather 
than the non-current assets. Even though from 2002 to 
2005 the increased in total assets is parallel with the 
increasing in non-current assets and PPE, there were 
drastic changes from 2006 to 2010 showing the 
company’s trend to shift more towards a current assets 
base. Therefore, the increased in total assets does not 
significantly contribute by the PPE and non-current 
assets increment for this company over the study 
period.   
 
Figure 5: Leighton Holdings Limited: Value Trend of Total 
Assets, Non-Current Assets and PPE from 2001-2010 
 
In Figure 5, the value of PPE contributes significantly 
to the non-current assets of Leighton Holdings Limited, 
but does not significantly affect the contribution on the 
total assets. This construction company focused on the 
similar contribution of PPE and non-current assets 
from 2001 to 2005, but changed the direction of 
investment towards current assets from 2006 to 2010. 
The PPE contribution is larger in non-current assets, 
almost parallel with non-current assets values. This is 
because the company maintained its investment in the 
construction plant and equipment to be used in the 
businesses. However, the PPE contribution does not 
significantly affect the total assets values of this 
company. 
 
5.4 Malaysian Companies: PPE versus Total 
Asset 
 
Figure 6: Ratio of Property, Plant and Equipment (PPE) to 
Total Assets of 10 Malaysian Public Listed Construction 
Companies 
 
Figure 6 demonstrates the PPE’s contributions of 10 
Malaysian public listed construction companies 
towards total assets. There is sustainable growth among 
the companies with average PPE contributions ranging 
from 5% to 25%. 2 companies recorded positive 
increments from 20% and 30% to 40% and 55% 
respectively (YTL Corporation Limited and MMC 
Engineering Group Limited). However, Ranhill 
Limited stated fluctuating changes of PPE 
contributions from below 10% in 2003 to more than 
70% in 2005 and declined to below 30% in 2009. Most 
companies which recorded low PPE contributions are 
under a mixture of businesses, and construction is not a 
primary agenda. This includes Gamuda Limited, IJM 
Corporation Limited and Sunway Holdings Limited. 
Ranhill Limited, MMC Engineering Group Limited 
and YTL Corporation Limited which the core 
businesses are construction and has higher PPE 
contributions in the total assets. The holding of plant 
and equipment assets as part of businesses results in the 
higher PPE contribution. It is clear that companies with 
construction core businesses will have significant PPE 
contributions in the total assets. 
 
5.5 Malaysian Companies: PPE versus Non-
Current Asset 
 
The contributions of PPE in the 10 Malaysian 
construction companies are highlighted in Figure 7. It 
can be said that there is a mixture of fluctuating trends 
of PPE contributions, with 5 companies stated figures 
under 50% whilst the remaining gaining more than 
50% of PPE contributions. Again, companies with 
construction as business core have a significant 
contribution of PPE in the non-current assets, and vice 
versa. From the same Figure 7, 2 companies indicated 
positive growth of PPE contributions which are 
Muhibbah Engineering Limited and MMC Engineering 
Group Limited. Most companies relying more on the 
current assets and equity to represent them in the Bursa 
Malaysia, rather than using asset backed securities. The 
extreme decline shown by the Mudajaya Group 
Berhad, which transformed from asset-backed listed to 
non-asset backed in 2007 as stated in the annual report. 
 
Figure 7: Ratio of Property, Plant & Equipment (PPE) to 
Non-Current Assets of 10 Malaysian Public Listed 
Construction Companies 
 
5.6 Malaysian Companies: Value Trend of PPE, 
Total Asset and Non-Current Asset on 
selected company 
 
As comparative, three Malaysian companies have been 
selected for the individual analysis for their 
construction core businesses and represent different 
trends of PPE contributions towards the total assets and 
non-current assets.  
 
Figure 8: MMC Eng. Group Limited: Value Trend of Total 
Assets, Non-Current Assets and PPE from 2001-2010 
 
Figure 8 shows the contribution of PPE compared with 
total assets and non-current assets for MMC 
Engineering Group Limited. From 2001 to 2005, the 
PPE contribution is paralleled to the growth of non-
current assets and total assets. It is indicated that from 
2006 until 2010, there is a significant increase of PPE 
contribution, non-current assets and total assets. 
However, the margin of PPE contribution is low, 
compared to the non-current assets and total assets 
from the same period. This has resulted from the 
increase of other types of non-current assets such as 
intangible asset that have significant impact on the non-
current assets values. In Figure 9, the comparison of 
PPE contribution, non-current assets and total assets of 
Muhibbah Engineering (M) Limited is demonstrated. 
PPE has significant contribution on the non-current 
assets as shown by the small margin between the PPE 
and non-current assets value over the period of study. 
 
Figure 9: Muhibbah Eng. (M) Limited: Value Trend of 
Total Assets, Non-Current Assets and PPE from 2004-2010 
 
However, the total assets values are significantly higher 
when compared with the non-current assets. Therefore, 
this company is relying more on the current assets that 
contributes to the total assets. The PPE contributes 
significantly to the non-current assets but non-current 
assets do not contribute significantly in the total assets 
of this company even though there is positive growth in 
every type of assets over the period of study. 
 
Figure 10: Ranhill Limited: Value Trend of Total Assets, 
Non-Current Assets and PPE from 2001-2010 
 
From Figure 10, there is significant contribution of 
PPE on the non-current assets and total assets of 
Ranhill Limited from 2001-2010. The smaller margin 
between PPE, non-current assets and total assets 
indicates that there are significant correlations between 
the three asset segments. The fluctuation trend from 
2004 to 2009 resulted from the company venturing into 
the water utilities segment. However, further 
indications in the 2009 annual report explained that the 
company has disposed the water utilities segment and 
concentrated on construction as core business. 
 
6. CONCLUSIONS 
 
The study of the selected public listed construction 
companies in Australia and Malaysia has found some 
similarities in trends. Both countries have a lower PPE 
contribution on the total assets of the companies but 
higher PPE contributions on the non-current assets. 
However, Malaysian companies have fluctuated in the 
PPE contribution towards total assets compared to the 
Australian companies that have a more stable trend. 
Another conclusion of this study is that companies with 
construction as core business enjoy higher percentage 
of PPE contributions in non-current assets and total 
assets value. This study also found that from 2001 to 
2010, companies tend to move from asset dependent to 
non-asset dependent. The nature of businesses and the 
management decision contribute to the way PPE being 
treated in the businesses. The study has achieved its 
target in determining that the PPE has a significant 
contribution towards non-current assets and total assets 
in companies for both countries. 
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